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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Claims 

1. Claims 1-18, 20, and 22-34, are presented for examination. Applicant filed an 
amendment on 10/22/2008 amending claims 1-2, 11, 18, 27, and 30; and adding 
a new claim 34. In light of Applicant's amendments. Examiner withdraws the 
§102 rejection of claims 1 and 3, and §103 rejection of claims 2, 4-18, 20, and 
22-33. However, new grounds of objection are established for claims 11-17; and 
new grounds of §103 rejection are established for claims 1-10, 18, 20, and 22-34, 
in the instant Office action. Further, new grounds of §101 rejection are 
established for claims 1-17, 18, 20, 22-26, 27-29, and 34, in the instant Office 
action. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 1 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Crawford 
(2003/0046223 A1) does not disclose "transferring a credit score, real or 
simulated much less a credit bureau report, to the lender." Examiner disagrees. 
Crawford specifically discloses transmitting credit score to the lender: "the 
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consumer then provides identification information which allows the consumer's 
credit report to be accessed" (Crawford: page 3, H 36), and that "the same 
concept can be extended to the consumer's use of the score simulator" 
(Crawford: page 3, H 39). Therefore, Crawford discloses transmitting the 
fabricated credit bureau report to lender. 

3. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 2 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Myers (2002/0083024 
A1) in view of Crane (2003/0220980 A1) does not disclose that "the "applicant" is 
a credit applicant." Examiner disagrees. Claim 2 is dependent upon claim 1 , and 
Examiner has shown in the rejection of claim 1 that the applicant is a credit 
applicant, e.g., "this embodiment of the invention allows consumers to have 
credit offers from lenders displayed on their credit score report (Crawford: page 
3, H 40). Therefore, Crawford discloses that "the "applicant" is a credit applicant." 

4. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 4 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that McNamar (7,089,202 
B1) does not disclose that "the test scenario comprises an applicant-attempted 
lean rescission for testing the lender's response thereto." Examiner disagrees. 
Claim 4 is dependent upon claim 1, and Examiner has shown in the rejection of 
claim 1 "the test scenario" (Crawford: page 2, H 32). Further, McNamar 
specifically discloses a scenario where "if the client does not accept the loan. The 
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IFMA account is closed in step 702, otherwise a lien is registered and lien data 
store in the system on collateral" (McNamar: col. 20, lines 8-10). Applicant's not 
acceptance of the loan causes a response by the lender. Therefore, Crawford in 
view of McNamar discloses that "the test scenario comprises an applicant- 
attempted lean rescission for testing the lender's response thereto." 



5. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 5 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that "claim 5 states that the 
test scenario comprises "an applicant attempted loan rescission ..." and that 
Matthews (2003/0061162 A1) "does not address rescission at all." Examiner 
disagrees. Claim 5 does not state that "the test scenario comprises "an applicant 
attempted loan rescission ..." Claim 5 recites: "The method of claim 1 wherein 
the test scenario comprises a loan co-signer not available to sign a rescission 
notice for testing the lender's responses thereto." Claim 5 is dependent upon 
claim 1 , and Examiner has shown in the rejection of claim 1 "the test scenario" 
(Crawford: page 2, H 32). Further, Matthews specifically discloses "without a co- 
signer" (Matthews: page 1 , H 3). Since there is no co-signer, there is no loan co- 
signer "available to sign a rescission notice for testing the lender's responses 
thereto." Thus, Crawford in view of Matthews discloses that "the test scenario 
comprises a loan co-signer not available to sign a rescission notice for testing the 
lender's responses thereto." 
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6. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 6 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that "claim 6 states that the 
test scenario comprises "a non-native speaking applicant ..." and that Holmes 
(2002/0138296 A1) "does not teach "a test scenario," a loan "applicant," or 
"testing lenders responses thereto" among other elements." Examiner disagrees. 
Claim 6 is dependent upon claim 1, and Examiner has shown in the rejection of 
claim 1 "the test scenario" (Crawford: page 2, H 32); "a loan applicant" (Crawford: 
page 3, H 34); and "testing lenders responses thereto" (Crawford: page 3, H 40 
and H 44). Further, Holmes specifically discloses "a non-native speaking" 
applicant (Holmes: page 5, H 63). Therefore, Crawford in view of Holmes 
discloses that "the test scenario comprises a non-native speaking applicant." 

7. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 7 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that "claim 7 states that the 
test scenario comprises "the selected loan applicant wanting to exercise a 
money-back guarantee ..." and that Gregory (6,490,567 B1) "does not teach 
testing scenario in which a loan applicant wants to exercise a money-back 
guarantee for testing the customer service response thereto." Examiner 
disagrees. Claim 7 is dependent upon claim 1, and Examiner has shown in the 
rejection of claim 1 "the test scenario" (Crawford: page 2, H 32); "a loan applicant" 
(Crawford: page 3, H 34); and "testing lenders responses thereto" (Crawford: 
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page 3, ^ 40 and ^ 44). Further, Gregory specifically discloses "money-back 
guarantee" (Gregory: col. 8, line 21). Therefore, Crawford in view of Gregory 
discloses "testing scenario in which a loan applicant wants to exercise a money- 
back guarantee for testing the customer service response thereto." 



8. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 8 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Seki (2002/0156731 
A1) does not disclose "canceling the application with a customer turn-down 
code." Examiner disagrees. The claim 8 is directed to the applicant canceling the 
application. Seki specifically discloses the applicant canceling the application 
(Seki: page 15, H 225). Thus, Seki discloses "canceling the application with a 
customer turn-down code." 

Further, Applicant argues that Boorananut (6,546,523 B1) does not 
disclose "deleting any credit bureau reports that are unrelated to the test 
scenario." Examiner disagrees. Claim 8 is dependent upon claim 1, and 
Examiner has shown in the rejection of claim 1 "credit bureau report" (Crawford: 
page 2, ^ 32); and "the test scenario" (Crawford: page 2, ^ 32). Further, 
Boorananut specifically discloses "deleting data not required for generating ... a 
report" (Boorananut: col. 2, lines 58-60). Therefore, Crawford in view of 
Boorananut discloses "deleting any credit bureau reports that are unrelated to the 
test scenario." 
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9. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 9 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Boorananut does not 
disclose a "formatted text spreadsheet file." Examiner disagrees. Boorananut 
specifically discloses "a spreadsheet software application, for formatting and 
sorting the data" (Boorananut: col. 3, lines 17-21). Thus, Boorananut discloses a 
"formatted text spreadsheet file." 

10. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 10 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Katznelson (5,010,571) 
does not disclose "returning an error message if a request is made to order said 
applicant's actual credit bureau report." Examiner disagrees. The claim 10 is 
directed to returning an error message in a situation where a non-desirable credit 
report, here the applicant's actual credit bureau report, has been ordered. 
Katznelson specifically discloses retuning an error message in a situation where 
a non-desirable credit report, here the non-authentic report, has been ordered 
(Katznelson: col. 7, lines 40-48). Thus, Katznelson discloses "returning an error 
message if a request is made to order said applicant's actual credit bureau 
report." 
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11. Applicant's arguments directed to tine rejection of claim 22 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Crawford in view of 
Cole (2002/0133371 A1) does not disclose "identifying the application to the 
service vendor for fabrication of real estate information." Examiner disagrees. 
Crawford specifically discloses generating a fabricated credit bureau report 
(Crawford: page 2, 1| 32); and transmitting the fabricated credit bureau report to 
the lender (Crawford: page 3, m 38-39). Further, Cole specifically discloses "real 
estate information" (Cole: Fig. 1, label 60). Therefore, Crawford in view of Cole 
discloses "identifying the application to the service vendor for fabrication of real 
estate information." 

12. Applicant's arguments directed to the rejection of claim 26 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Silverman (6,625,583 
B1) does not disclose "populating a flagged order with information from matching 
order." Examiner disagrees. Silverman specifically discloses flagged order 
(Silverman: Fig. 1, label 110) and populating a flagged order with information 
from matching order by "when an order is received at the handheld trading 
computer, the broker may display the detail page and review the detail 
information" (Silverman: col. 5, lines 50-52). Thus, Silverman discloses 
"populating a flagged order with information from matching order." 
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13. Applicant's arguments directed to tine rejection of claim 28 have been fully 
considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Crawford 
(2003/0046223 A1) does not disclose "means for downloading from said storage 
means a credit bureau report of a different and existing customer of the lender in 
a data structure." Examiner disagrees. Crawford specifically discloses that the 
service is offered to multiple consumers and this is only possible if more than one 
existing customer's credit bureau report is downloaded (Crawford: page 3, H 34). 
Therefore, Crawford discloses "means for downloading from said storage means 
a credit bureau report of a different and existing customer of the lender in a data 
structure." 

14. Applicant has not traversed the official notice of claims 23 and 25. Therefore, 
Applicant admits that the elements rejected over the official notice of claims 23 
and 25 is prior art. 

Claim Objections 

15. Claims 11-17 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if at least the claim 1 1 was rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

16. 35 U.S.C. § 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, 
or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

17. Claims 1-18, 20, 22-29, and 34, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1 and 18 are independent claim, and they are directed to method that is 
not linked to another statutory class, i.e., they are directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. Therefore, claims 1 and 18 are rejected as directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. Claims 2-17 and 34 depend from claim 1; and claims 20 
and 22-26 depend from claim 18. None of the dependent claims 2-17 and 34, nor 
the dependent claims 20 and 22-26, correct the non-statutory subject matter in 
claims 1 and 18. Therefore, claims 2-17, 20, 22-26, and 34, are also rejected for 
being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 27 is independent claim. Claim 27 is directed to software, which has no 
structure, i.e., it is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 28 and 29 
depend from claim 27. Neither of the dependent claims corrects the non- 
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statutory subject matter in claim 27. Therefore, they are also rejected for being 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

18. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
§ 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

19. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crawford (2003/0046223 A1 ) in view of Halper (2003/0093366 A1 ). 

As to claim 1, Crawford shows selecting a loan applicant (Crawford: page 3, H 
34); selecting a source channel for receiving a loan application (Crawford: page 
1 , 11 14); selecting a test scenario for the selected loan applicant (Crawford: page 
2, H 32); generating a fabricated credit bureau report for the selected loan 
applicant (Crawford: page 2, H 32); transmitting the fabricated credit bureau 
report to the lender (Crawford: page 3, 38-39); and making a decision on a 
loan application for the selected loan applicant based upon the test scenario and 
the fabricated credit bureau report (Crawford: page 3, H 40 and H 44). 
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Crawford does not show not disclosing to the lender that the report is 
fabricated. Halper shows not disclosing to the lender that the report is fabricated 
(Halper: page 1, H 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford by not 
disclosing to the lender that the report is fabricated of Halper in order to ensure 
that borrower qualifies for the loan (Halper: page 1 , H 6). 

As to claim 3, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford also shows that the source channel comprises the Internet, a phone 
call originated by the selected loan applicant, or a meeting at an office (Crawford: 
page 1,1l 14). 

20. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Myers (2002/0083024 A1 ), further in 
view of Crane (2003/0220980 A1), and further in view of Arora (2002/0013760 
A1). 

As to claim 2, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the applicant comprises a licensed 
and bonded private investigator. Myers shows that the applicant comprises a 
licensed and bonded private investigator (Myers: page 1, H 2). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
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modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper by the applicant comprising a 
licensed and bonded private investigator of Myers in order to guarantee that the 
particular private investigator meets minimum requirements (Myers: page 1, H 2). 

Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Myers, does not show 
that the private Investigator is using his or her own name and Identification. 
Crane shows that the private investigator is using his or her own name and 
identification (Myers: page 8, H 78). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford In view of Halper, and further in view of Myers, by the private 
Investigator using his or her own name and identification of Crane In order to 
provide the investigator's personal profile (Crane: page 8, H 78). 

Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Myers, and further in view of 
Crane, does not show that loan applicant is not genuinely seeking a loan. Arora 
shows that loan applicant is not genuinely seeking a loan (Arora: page 10, H 
132). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper, further 
In view of Myers, and further In view of Crane, by loan applicant not genuinely 
seeking a loan of Arora in order to create and operate electronic marketplaces 
(Arora: page 1, 114). 
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21. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of McNamar (7,089,202 B1 ). 

As to claim 4, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the test scenario comprises an 
applicant-attempted loan rescission for testing the lender's response thereto. 
McNamar shows that the test scenario comprises an applicant-attempted loan 
rescission for testing the lender's response thereto (McNamar: col. 20, lines 5- 
12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper by the 
test scenario comprising an applicant-attempted loan rescission for testing the 
lender's response thereto of McNamar in order to provide customized responses 
to a client (McNamar: col. 5, line 4). 

22. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Matthews (2003/0061 1 62 A1 ). 

As to claim 5, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the test scenario comprises a loan 
co-signer not available to sign a rescission notice for testing the lender's 
response thereto. Matthews shows that the test scenario comprises a loan co- 
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signer not available to sign a rescission notice for testing tlie lender's response 
thereto (Matthews: page 1, H 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford in view of Halper by the test scenario comprising a loan co-signer not 
available to sign a rescission notice for testing the lender's response thereto of 
Matthews in order to find out whether the credit is available (Matthews: page 1 , H 
3). 

23. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Holmes (2002/01 38296 A1 ). 

As to claim 6, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the test scenario comprises a non- 
native speal^ing applicant for testing the lender's response thereto. Holmes 
shows that the test scenario comprises a non-native speaking applicant for 
testing the lender's response thereto (Holmes: page 5, H 63). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper by the test scenario 
comprising a non-native speaking applicant for testing the lender's response 
thereto of Holmes in order to provide a method where the customer is able to 
verify all the events performed on its behalf (Holmes: page 1 , H 5). 
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24. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Gregory (6,490,567 B1 ). 

As to claim 7, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the test scenario comprises the 
selected loan applicant wanting to exercise a money-back guarantee for testing 
the customer service response thereto. Gregory shows that the test scenario 
comprises the selected loan applicant wanting to exercise a money-back 
guarantee for testing the customer service response thereto (Gregory: col. 8, line 
21). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper by the 
test scenario comprising the selected loan applicant wanting to exercise a 
money-back guarantee for testing the customer service response thereto of 
Gregory in order to provide transaction functionality (Gregory: col. 1, lines 8-9). 

25. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Katznelson (5,010,571). 

As to claim 10, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1. 
Crawford also shows entering an applicant's information in a credit bureau report 
lookup table (Crawford: page 3, H 36). Crawford in view of Halper does not show 
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returning an error message if a request is made to order said applicant's actual 
credit bureau report. Katznelson shows returning an error message if a request is 
made to order said applicant's actual credit bureau report (Katznelson: col. 7, 
lines 42-48). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Haiper 
by returning an error message if a request is made to order said applicant's 
actual credit bureau report of Katznelson in order to report the determination that 
the report is not authentic (Katznelson: col. 7, line 45). 

26. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crawford in view of Haiper, further in view of Seki (2002/0156731 A1), and 
further in view of Boorananut (6,546,523 B1). 

As to claim 8, Crawford in view of Haiper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford also shows developing the test scenario (Crawford: Fig. 3, label 310) 
and entering an application for the selected loan applicant (Crawford: Fig. 3, label 
318) into a database containing the selected loan applicant's information 
(Crawford: Fig. 3, label 320); downloading one or more credit bureau reports of a 
different existing customer of the lender in a data structure (Crawford: page 3, ^ 
34; where the service is offered to multiple consumers and this is only possible if 
more than one existing customer's credit bureau report is downloaded); 
comparing the downloaded credit bureau reports to the test scenario (Crawford: 
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page 2, ^ 32); creating a credit bureau report summary record for the applicant 
(Crawford: page 2, H 36); and merging the summary record into a summary 
record file (Crawford: page 2, H 36). 

Crawford in view of Halper does not show canceling the application with a 
customer turn-down code. Seki shows canceling the application with a customer 
turn-down code (Seki: page 15, H 225). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford in view of Halper by canceling the application with a customer turn- 
down code of Seki in order to allow the customer to change the course of 
application (Seki: page 15, H 225). 

Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Seki, does not disclose 
deleting any credit bureau reports that are unrelated to the test scenario; editing 
the remaining credit bureau report to correspond to the test scenario; and 
integrating the edited credit bureau report into the credit bureau database. 
Boorananut discloses deleting any credit bureau reports that are unrelated to the 
test scenario (Boorananut: col. 2, lines 58-60); editing the remaining credit 
bureau report to correspond to the test scenario (Boorananut: col. 4, line 38); and 
integrating the edited credit bureau report into the credit bureau database 
(Boorananut: Fig. 3, label 312). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Seki, by deleting any credit 
bureau reports that are unrelated to the test scenario; editing the remaining credit 
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bureau report to correspond to the test scenario; and integrating the edited credit 
bureau report into the credit bureau database of Boorananut in order to achieve 
quality assurance (Boorananut: col. 1, lines 15-16). 

As to claim 9, Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Seki, and further in 
view of Boorananut, shows all the elements of claim 8. Crawford in view of 
Halper, and further in view of Seki, does not show that the data structure 
comprises a formatted text spreadsheet file. Boorananut shows that the data 
structure comprises a formatted text spreadsheet file (Boorananut: col. 3, line 
17). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper, and 
further in view of Seki, by having the data structure comprise a formatted text 
spreadsheet file of Boorananut in order to achieve quality assurance 
(Boorananut: col. 1, lines 15-16). 

27. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Pinto (7,107,241 B1). 

As to claim 34, Crawford in view of Halper shows all the elements of claim 1 . 
Crawford in view of Halper does not show closing the loan application by 
transferring funds to the loan applicant. Pinto shows closing the loan application 
by transferring funds to the loan applicant (Pinto: col. 9, lines 40-41). It would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper by closing the loan 
application by transferring funds to the loan applicant of Pinto in order to create a 
point where both parties benefit from the loan process (Pinto: col. 3, lines 19-20). 

28. Claims 18, 20, and 22-23, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole 
(2002/0133371 A1). 

As to claim 18, Crawford shows selecting a loan applicant (Crawford: page 3, H 
34); selecting a source channel for receiving a loan application (Crawford: page 

1, H 14); selecting a test scenario for the selected loan applicant (Crawford: page 

2, H 32); generating a loan application for the selected loan applicant based on 
the test scenario (Crawford: page 1 , H 15); fabricating information for the selected 
loan applicant (Crawford: page 2, H 32). 

Crawford does not show not disclosing to the lender that the report is 
fabricated. Halper shows not disclosing to the lender that the report is fabricated 
(Halper: page 1, H 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford by not 
disclosing to the lender that the report is fabricated of Halper in order to ensure 
that borrower qualifies for the loan (Halper: page 1 , H 6). 
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Crawford in view of Halper does not show ordering tlie selected loan 
applicant's real estate information from a service vendor; flagging the selected 
loan applicant; and receiving the real estate information for the selected loan 
applicant responsive to the order. Cole shows ordering the selected loan 
applicant's real estate information from a service vendor (Cole: Fig. 1, label 60); 
flagging the selected loan applicant (Cole: page 1, H 11); and receiving the real 
estate information for the selected loan applicant responsive to the order (Cole: 
page 2, H 24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper 
does not show ordering the selected loan applicant's real estate information from 
a service vendor; flagging the selected loan applicant; and receiving the real 
estate information for the selected loan applicant responsive to the order by 
ordering the selected loan applicant's real estate information from a service 
vendor; flagging the selected loan applicant; and receiving the real estate 
information for the selected loan applicant responsive to the order of Cole in 
order to provide a method for automatically detecting any potential fraud situation 
during the process of a mortgage application (Cole: page 1 , H 10). 

As to claim 20, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, shows all 
the elements of claim 18. Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the 
service vendor comprises a real estate appraiser or abstractor. Cole shows that 
the service vendor comprises a real estate appraiser or abstractor (Cole: Fig. 2, 
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label 80). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper, and 
further in view of Cole, by the service vendor comprising a real estate appraiser 
or abstractor of Cole in order to provide an additional scrutiny of the property 
(Cole: page 2, H 24). 

As to claim 22, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, shows all 
the elements of claim 18. Crawford also shows that flagging the selected loan 
applicant comprises identifying the applicant to the service vendor for fabrication 
of information (Crawford: page 3, H 34; Fig. 3, labels 310, 314, and 318). 

Crawford in view of Halper does not show that the information comprises 
real estate information. Cole shows that the information comprises real estate 
information (Cole: Fig. 1, label 60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford in view of Halper by the information comprising real estate information 
of Cole in order to provide a method for automatically detecting any potential 
fraud situation during the process of a mortgage application (Cole: page 1, H 10). 

As to claim 23, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, shows all 
the elements of claim 18. Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, 
does not show that ordering the applicant's real estate information comprises 
transmitting the applicant's information in a new order request to a service 
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vendor's order server. Examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and 
well known in the art to order the applicant's real estate information comprising 
transmitting the applicant's information in a new order request to a service 
vendor's order server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in view of 
Halper, and further in view of Cole, by ordering the applicant's real estate 
information comprising transmitting the applicant's information in a new order 
request to a service vendor's order server in order to evaluate consumer credit 
data (Crawford: page 1 , H 1 1 ). 

29. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Cole, and further in view of 
Helmolt (2003/01 72007 A1 ). 

As to claim 24, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, shows all 
the elements of claim 21 . Crawford in view of Halper does not show flagged 
order, fulfilling the flagged order, and real estate information including a flag. 
Cole shows flagged order and fulfilling the flagged order (Cole: page 1, ^ 12; 
where the order is the property search and fulfilling the order is distributing the 
list of real properties containing the flags), and real estate information including a 
flag (Cole: page 1, 1| 12). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford in 
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view of Halper by flagging an order, fulfilling the flagged order, and real estate 
information including a flag of Cole in order to provide a method for automatically 
detecting any potential fraud situation during the process of a mortgage 
application (Cole: page 1, H 10). 

Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, does not show the 
service vendor checking for incoming orders and sorting each order to a 
corresponding incoming order directory; and placing an order onto a data 
repository and returning an order confirmation to an order originator. Helmolt 
shows the service vendor receiving an incoming order (Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 105) 
and sorting the order into one or more work packages (Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 
110); and placing an order onto a data repository (Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 110; 
where splitting the order into one or more work packages is placing the order 
onto a data repository) and returning an order confirmation to an order originator 
(Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 125; where fulfilling the order to an order originator serves 
as the confirmation of the order). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further In view of Cole, by the service vendor 
receiving an Incoming order and sorting the order Into work packages; and 
placing an order onto a data repository and returning an order confirmation to an 
order originator of Helmolt in order for the process to be more efficient (Helmolt: 
page 1,1|7). 
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As to claim 25, Crawford in view of Halper, furtlier in view of Cole, and further in 
view of Helmholt, shows all the elements of claim 24. Crawford in view of Halper, 
further in view of Cole, and further in view of Helmolt, does not show that the 
data repository Is checked repeatedly for the occurrence of a flagged order. 
Examiner takes official notice that it is notoriously old and well known In the art 
that the data repository is checked repeatedly for the occurrence of a flagged 
order. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the Invention to have modified the method of Crawford In view of Halper, further 
In view of Cole, and further in view of Helmolt, by checking the data repository 
repeatedly for the occurrence of a flagged order in order for the process to be 
more efficient (Helmolt: page 1 , H 7). 



30. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Cole, further in view of Helmolt, and 
further in view of Silverman (6,625,583 B1 ). 



As to claim 26, Crawford In view of Halper, further In view of Cole, and further In 
view of Helmolt, shows all the elements of claim 24. Crawford In view of Halper, 
and further in view of Cole, does not show that order fulfillment comprises: 
assigning the flagged order to a subcontractor; searching the service vendor's 
completed orders for a matching order; populating the flagged order with 
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information from tlie matcliing order; sending order fulfillment comments to tlie 
order originator; and removing the flagged order from the data repository. 
Helmholt shows assigning the order to a subcontractor (Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 
115; where the subcontractor is the partner); searching the service vendor's 
completed orders for a matching order (Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 140; where the 
partner supplies the service to the originator of the order and the information of 
the completed order is then received by the vendor who matches the order with 
the information of the completion of the order); and sending order fulfillment 
comments to the order originator (Helmolt: Fig. 1, label 145; where the billing the 
order originator is a fulfillment comment). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of 
Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Cole, by assigning the order to 
a subcontractor; searching the service vendor's completed orders for a matching 
order; and sending order fulfillment comments to the order originator in order for 
the process to be more efficient (Helmolt: page 1 , H 7). 

Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Cole, and further in view of 
Helmolt, does not show populating the flagged order with information from the 
matching order; and removing the flagged order from the data repository. 
Silverman shows populating the flagged order with information from the matching 
order (Silverman: Fig. 1, label 110; and Fig. 4, Label 400); and removing the 
flagged order from the data repository (Silverman: col. 7, lines 33-34). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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have modified the method of Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Cole, 
and further in view of Helmolt, by to populating the flagged order with information 
from the matching order; and removing the flagged order from the data repository 
in order for the process of Silverman in order to quickly convey needed 
information (Silverman: col. 1, line 61). 

31. Claims 27-28 and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu 
(6,741,967 B1). 

As to claim 27, Crawford shows means for displaying customer information 
(Crawford: Fig. 3, labels 306 and 310); first input means for fabricating a 
customer's credit bureau report (Crawford: page 2, ^ 32); means for transmitting 
the fabricated credit bureau report to the lender (Crawford: page 3, 38-39); 
second input means for entering loan application information from customers 
(Crawford: Fig. 3, label 306); means for storing existing customer credit bureau 
reports and fabricated credit bureau reports and loan application information 
(Crawford: page 3, labels 306, 308, and 310); means for identifying a customer 
for special processing relative to one or more service companies (Crawford: Fig. 
3, labels 310 and 314); and means for transmitting information requests to the 
service companies for fulfillment and for receiving customer information 
responsive to said requests (Crawford: page 3, label 318). 
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Crawford does not show not disclosing to the lender that the report is 
fabricated. Halper shows not disclosing to the lender that the report is fabricated 
(Halper: page 1, H 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have modified the method of Crawford by not 
disclosing to the lender that the report is fabricated of Halper in order to ensure 
that borrower qualifies for the loan (Halper: page 1 , H 6). 

Crawford in view of Halper does not show a customer being a quality 
assurance shopper. Wu shows a customer being a quality assurance shopper 
(Wu: col. 4, lines 42-44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have modified the system of Crawford in view of 
Halper by a customer being a quality assurance shopper of Wu in order to 
provide Web product managers with quick and detailed feedback on customer 
satisfaction (Wu: col. 4, lines 9-10). 

As to claim 28, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, shows all 
the elements of claim 27. Crawford also shows means for downloading from said 
storage means a credit bureau report of a different and existing customer of the 
lender in a data structure (Crawford: page 3, H 34; where the service is offered to 
multiple consumers and this is only possible if more than one existing customer's 
credit bureau report is downloaded); means for copying the different and existing 
customer's credit bureau report (Crawford: Fig. 3, labels 306 and 308); means for 
editing the copy of the different and existing customer's credit bureau report with 
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said first input means to make it appear as if it were tlie quality assurance 
shopper's credit bureau report (Crawford: page 3, H 32); and means for merging 
the edited credit bureau report bureau into said storage means (Crawford: Fig. 3, 
labels 306 and 308). 

As to claim 30, Crawford shows a data storage area comprising: a customer 
database comprising a record for at least one customer (Crawford: page 2, H 26); 
and a credit bureau report database comprising at least one fabricated credit 
bureau report (Crawford: page 2, H 34, ^ 39, and ^ 44); a first digital computer 
connected to the data storage area and comprising a first user interface for 
generating, entering, editing, saving, and flagging data for the customer 
(Crawford: page 2, H 32); a second digital computer in communication with the 
data storage area and comprising a second user interface for entering loan 
application data into the record for the at least one customer and requesting 
information relative to the customer from one or more service companies 
(Crawford: page 3, H 34); and a communications link connecting the second 
digital computer to said one or more service companies (Crawford: Fig. 3, labels 
310 and 314). 

Crawford does not show that the fabricated credit bureau report contains 
no indication that it has been fabricated. Halper shows that the fabricated credit 
bureau report contains no indication that it has been fabricated (Halper: page 1, H 
6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to have modified the method of Crawford by the fabricated credit 
bureau report containing no indication that it has been fabricated of Halper in 
order to ensure that borrower qualifies for the loan (Halper: page 1 , H 6). 

Crawford in view of Halper does not show a customer being a quality 
assurance shopper. Wu shows a customer being a quality assurance shopper 
(Wu: col. 4, lines 42-44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to have modified the system of Crawford in view of 
Halper by a customer being a quality assurance shopper of Wu in order to 
provide Web product managers with quick and detailed feedback on customer 
satisfaction (Wu: col. 4, lines 9-10). 

As to claim 31 , Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, shows all 
the elements of claim 30. Crawford also shows that the first and second user 
interfaces comprise graphical user interfaces (Crawford: Fig. 3, labels 300 and 
320). 

32. Claims 29 and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Wu, and further 
in view of Cole. 



As to claim 29, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, shows all 
the elements of claim 27. Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, 
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does not show that the one or more service companies comprise a real estate 
appraiser or abstractor. Cole shows that the one or more service companies 
comprise a real estate appraiser or abstractor (Cole: Fig. 2, label 80). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have modified the system of Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of 
Wu, by the one or more service companies comprising a real estate appraiser or 
abstractor of Cole in order to provide an additional scrutiny of the property (Cole: 
page 2, H 24). 

As to claim 32, Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, shows all 
the elements of claim 30. Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, 
does not show that the information relative to the customer comprises real estate 
information. Cole shows that the information relative to the customer comprises 
real estate information (Cole: Fig. 1, label 60). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modified the system 
of Crawford in view of Halper, and further in view of Wu, by having the 
information relative to the customer comprising real estate information of Cole in 
order to provide a method for automatically detecting any potential fraud situation 
during the process of a mortgage application (Cole: page 1 , H 10). 

As to claim 33, Crawford in view of Halper, further in view of Wu, and further in 
view of Cole, shows all the elements of claim 32. Crawford in view of Halper, and 
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further in view of Wu, does not show that the one or more service companies 
comprise a real estate appraiser or abstractor. Cole shows that the one or more 
service companies comprise a real estate appraiser or abstractor (Cole: Fig. 2, 
label 80). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have modified the system of Crawford in view of Halper, and 
further in view of Wu, by the one or more service companies comprising a real 
estate appraiser or abstractor of Cole in order to provide an additional scrutiny of 
the property (Cole: page 2, H 24). 

Conclusion 

33. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Dreyer (2004/0064402 A1) discloses method of refinancing a mortgage loan and 
a closing package for same. 

Gianakouros (2002/0055901 A1) discloses system and method for the electronic 
negotiation and execution of equity block trades for institutional investors. 

Maestle (7,177,834 B1) discloses machine-implementable project finance 
analysis and negotiating tool software, method and system. 
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34. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to VIRPI H. KANERVO whose telephone number is 
571-272-9818. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 
8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., EST. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Alexander G. KallnowskI can be 
reached on 571-272-6771 . The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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35. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Virpi H. Kanervo 

/Alexander Kalinowski/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3691 



